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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellant Ronnie Hicks appeals the order of a magistrate judge
affirming the Commissioner's decision denying his application for
disability insurance benefits.* Hicks, a former bus driver, truck driver
and carpenter's helper, challenges whether substantial evidence sup-
ported the administrative law judge's ("ALJ") decision that he did not
have a severe mental impairment which is disabling. Finding no
reversible error, we affirm.

Judicial review is limited to determining whether substantial evi-
dence supported the ALJ's decision and whether he applied the cor-
rect law. See Hays v. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir. 1990).
It is the ALJ's responsibility to resolve conflicts in the evidence; not
the reviewing court's. See Smith v. Chater, 99 F.3d 635, 638 (4th Cir.
1996).

In the present case, we find that the magistrate judge properly
determined that substantial evidence supported the ALJ's decision
and that he applied the correct law. Dr. Pantaze's report made refer-
ence to her own clinical observations and the data from various diag-
nostic tests. Her report did not directly conflict with much of the other
evidence. Moreover, she considered the results of the IQ tests in con-
junction with the Appellant's developmental history. Accordingly, we
find that there was substantial evidence to support the ALJ's determi-
nation. Furthermore, we find that the Appeals Counsel did not err in
finding that Dr. Steward's report was not new evidence.

We therefore affirm the order of the magistrate judge. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
_________________________________________________________________
*The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the magistrate judge pur-
suant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(c)(2).
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quately presented in the material before the court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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